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^This application has boon examined □ Responsive to communloation filed on. 



ened statutory period for response to this action Is set to expire TW^i^ month(s) 
to respond within the period for response wHI cause the applicatforl to beoohie abandoi 

Part I THE FOLLOWING ATTACHMENT(S) ARE PART OF THIS ACTON: 



A shortened 
Failure 



□ This action is made final. 



abandoned. 35 U.S.C. 133 



Z^MJrom the date of this letter. 



1- Notice of References Cited by Examiner, PT0^92. 

3-y0 Notice of Art Cited by Applicant, PTO-1449. 

5. □ Infomiation on How to Effect Drawing Changes, PT0.1474. 



2. □ Notice re Patent Drawing, PTO-948 

Notice of Informal Patent Application. Form PTO-152 
9. □ 



Part II SUMMARY OF ACTION 

1. Claims 



Of the above, claims 



2. D Claims 

3. D Claims 
4^jZf Claims 
5.D Claims 
6. 0 Claims 




— are pending in the application, 
are withdrawn from consideration. 

have been cancelled. 

are allowed, 
are rejected, 
are objected to. 



p. " subject to restrictton or election requirement 

7.UThisapp,icaaon has been filed with informal draw^gs under 37 a 



e. □ Fonnai drawings are required in response to this Offioe action. 



corrected or substitute drawings have been received on 



are Q acceptable; □ not acceptable <.ee explanation or Notice re Patent Drawing. PT0^48). 
exammer: □ dIsappnDved by the examiner (see explanation). 



Under 37 C.F.R. 1.64 these drawings 



has (have) been Q approved by the 

.has been Q approved; □ disapproved (see explanation). 



11; D The proposed drawing conection. filed. 

12,jZr Acitnowiedgement is made of the claim for priority under U S C lie Th. ^ . ^ 

□ beenfiledinparentapplicaflon,seria/nc_ D not been received 

14. □ Other , J 



I ' 



.mrOL*320(R*v.»49) 



EXAMINER'S ACTION 
U . S .GPO 1 1990-259-282 



Application/Control Number: 10/692,823 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2817 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: Page 1 , 10'*' 
line from bottom note that -signal- should follow "frequency" for clarity of description 
;last two lines, note that the sequence "SI to S5" should be rewritten as -SI , S2, S3, 
S4 and S5~ for consistency with figs. 18A, 18B. Page 9, line 16, and page 10, line 10, 
note that the respective sequences "16A to 16C" and "24A to 240" should be 
correspondingly rewritten as -16A, 16B and 16C- and ~24A, 24B and 24C-for 
consistency with these drawing figures. Page 16, line 3, note that "on assumption of 
should be written as -assuming- for a better characterization. Page 21 , line 7, note 
that "almost" should be rewritten as -approximately- and "as a whole" should be 
deleted to provide a better characterization. Page 23, line 3, note that "15 to 17" should 
be rephrased as -15, 16A, 168, 16C, and 17- for consistency with the drawing figures. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: For the 
specification's desaiption of each drawing figure, note that all reference labels therein 
should be correspondingly described relative to that figure's specification desaiption. 
For the description of multiple figures (e.g. figs. 1-3, 15, 16A, 168, 16C, 17, etc) the 
reference labels therein should be reference to those drawing figures in which they 
actually appear (unless they appear in each one of the multiple figures). Appropriate 
correction is required. 

The drawings are objected to because of the following: In figs. 10A, 108, 18A, 
188, 19, 20A, 208, 21, A, 218, 22A, 228, should these drawing figures be properly 
designed as -RELATED ART-?. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
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1 .121 (d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as 
"amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be 
removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several 
views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary 
to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after 
the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are 
not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required 
corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held 
in abeyance. 

Claims 1-6, 7, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 1 , 7, note that it Is unclear what characterizes "the stacking direction 
side ". Clarification is needed. 

In claim 4,note that it Is unclear how a "plurality of propagation regions" recited 
herein relates to the single "region" as recited In claim 1 , from which this claim directly 
depends. 
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In claims 4, 5, note that it is unclear how a "magnetic field" recited herein relates 
to "magnetic fields" as recited in claim 1 . 

In claim 6, note that it is unclear how a "multiple mode" recited herein relates to 
"another mode" as recited in claim 1 , from which this claim directly depends. 

The following claims have been found objectionable for reasons set forth below: 

In claim 1, fourth paragraph; claim 7, second paragraph; claim 8, first paragraph: 
note that -said- should follow "bringing" and "electromagnetic waves" should be 
rephrased as -wherein electromagnetic waves in said another mode- for a proper 
characterization. 

In claims 1, 7, 8, last paragraph of each claim, note that "and that of should be 
rephrased as -and the direction of- for a proper characterization. 

In claim 3, note that "formed by partially opening...." should be rephrased to 
avoid the inappropriate method connotation. 

In claims 5, 6, note that -said- should precede "electromagnetic waves" for a 
proper characterization. 

In claim 7, line 2, note that "of should be rewritten as -comprising- for a proper 
characterization. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sanford et al in view of Uchlmura et al. 

Sanford et al (Fig. 3) discloses a mode converting structure usable as an RF 
module comprising: a first coplanar waveguide (16) operating in a TEM mode; a second 
waveguide (28) operating in another (i.e. non-TEM) mode. Note that the second 
waveguide is preferably disclosed as having a hollow waveguide region with metal 
walls, but may take alternative forms such as a waveguide region with a dielectric 
interior (see col. 2, Is 53-54). Note that a slot or opening (34) is provided in one of the 
vertically stacked (i.e.. upper/lower) metal walls of the waveguide through which the 
coplanar waveguide passes through and is in direct contact therewith to provide 
electromagnetic coupling between the coplanar waveguide (16) and the waveguide 
(28). Furthermore, note that by virtue pf the coupling through the vertically oriented 
metal walls, (which con'esponds to the claimed coupling configuration) the magnetic 
field in the coplanar waveguide inherently matches with the magnetic field in waveguide 
(28), as would have been recognized by those of ordinary skill in the art. However, the 
waveguide (28) of Sanford et al does not disclose the stacking layers being grounding 
electrodes as claimed. 

Uchlmura et al provides an exemplary teaching of a waveguide configuration 
comprised of a propagation region having stacked dielectric and conductive layers 
including opposing stacked upper and lower grounding layers. As described at col. 1, Is 
23-25 and Is. 32-37, hollow metal waveguides are large in size at the operating 
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frequencies in Uchimura et al as compared to dielectric body waveguide structures 
which provide the benefit of reduced size at the same operating frequency. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have modified the waveguide (28) in 
Sanford et al to have been a multi-layered stacked dielectric waveguide of the type 
exemplarily taught by Uchimura et al. Such a modification would have been obviously 
suggested by the teaching in Sanford et al that alternative types of waveguides (e.g. 
dielectric region instead of hollow region) would have been usable in conjunction with 
the teaching in Uchimura et al that dielectric waveguides provide the benefit of reduced 
size as compared to hollow waveguides at the same operating frequency, thereby 
suggesting the obviousness of such a modification. 

Regarding claims 2, 6, note that the selecting of propagating modes (e.g. TE, 
etc) would have been considered an obvious optimization of general operating 
conditions in the waveguide. As known to those of ordinary skill in the art the 
dimensioning of the waveguide dictates the type of mode(s) which would propagate 
within the waveguide. 

Claims 1, 4, 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sanford et al in view of Takenoshita et al. 

Sanford et ai discloses the claimed invention except for the second waveguide 
being a stacked waveguide with grounding layers and plural branched propagating 
regions. 

Takenoshita et al discloses a stacked dielectric waveguide configuration with 
opposing upper lower grounding layers. Moreover, the waveguide provides for plural 
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branched propagating regions. Moreover, Takenoshita et al also recognizes that a 
reduced size waveguide structure (as compared to a hollow waveguide) can be 
obtained using a dielectric waveguide structure. 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to have modified the hollow waveguide 
structure (28) of Sanford et al to have been a dielectric waveguide structure taught by 
Takenoshita et al. Such a modification would have been obvious for the same reasons 
as set forth in the preceding rejection. Note that as an obvious consequence of such a 
modification, the resultant dielectric structure would have included plural branched 
propagating regions. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Weinreb et al pertains to a coplanar waveguide to hollow waveguide transition 
similar to that in Sanford et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Benny Lee at 
telephone number (571) 272-1764. 
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